Auj-27-03 04:01pm From-Moser, Patterson & Sheridan LLP. +713 6Z3 4848 T-661 P. 009/01 1 F-2Q4 

PATENT 

Atty. Dkt No. AMAT/4969/CMP/ECP/RKK 

REMARKS 

This is intended as a full and complete response to the Office Action dated 
February 26, 2003, having a shortened statutory period for response extended to expire 
on September 1, 2003. Please reconsider the claims pending in the application for 
reasons discussed below. 

As a preliminary matter, the Examiner is advised that a petition under 37 CFR 
§1J8(a)(3) to claim priority to prior-filed copending nonprovisional applications 
09/350,210, 09/350,212 and 09/614,406, which issued as U.S. 6,267,853, U.S. 
6,516,815 and U.S. 6,494,219, respectively, was previously filed. Further, in 
accordance with 37 CFR §1 .78(a)(3) and the reference requirement set forth in 37 CFR 
§1 .78(a)(2), Applicants have amended the specification to insert priority claim text into 
the instant application. Entry and consideration of the amendment is respectfully 
requested. 

The Examiner has restricted the application to one of the following groups under 
35U.S.C.§121: 

I. Claims 1-13, drawn to an apparatus, classified in class 156, subclass 345.11. 

II. Claims 14-18, drawn to a process, classified in class 216, subclass 92. 

HI. Claims 19-22, drawn to a system, classified in class 156, subclass 345.11. 
Claims 1-22 are pending in the application. Claims 1-13 stand rejected. Claims 14-22 
have been canceled from consideration, without prejudice. Applicants confirm the 
election of claims 1-13 with traverse. 

Claims 1-5, 9 and 10 stand rejected under 35 LLS.C. §1 02(e) as being 
anticipated by Dordi, et aL (WO 00/32835). The Examiner has taken the position that 
Dordi, et aL teaches each and every element recited in claims 1-5, 9 and 10. Applicants 
traverse the rejection and respectfully submit that Dordi, et aL is not properly used as a 
§102(e) prior art reference as of its filing date. As required under §1 02(e), a PCT 
publication must designate the U.S. to qualify as §1 02(e) prior art. Dordi &t el. does not 
designate the U.S., and therefore, may not properly be used as a §1 02(e) prior art 
reference. As such, reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1-5, 9 and 
10 is respectfully requested. 
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However, Applicants note that Dotdi et aL may be valid as prior art as of its 
publication date, and therefore, in the interest of efficiency, this response will also 
address the possible application of Dordi et aL as a §1 02(a) rejection. To that end, 
Applicants note that amended claims 1-5, 9 and 10 include a plurality of cooperatively 
movable nozzles configured to apply an etchant solution to both the front side and 
backside of the substrate. Applicants submit that Dordi, et aL does not teach, show, or 
suggest nozzles that move cooperatively to dispense an etchant solution onto both 
sides of the substrate. Dordi, et aL teaches upper and lower nozzles that are either 
individually positioned or may be moved independently by linear actuators, but the 
upper and lower nozzles are not configured to move cooperatively to dispense an 
etchant solution onto both the front and backside of the substrate, as recited in 
Applicants claims. Claim 1 recites, in pertinent part, a plurality of cooperatively movable 
etchant dispense nozzles configured to dispense an etchant onto the front side and 
backside of the substrate, whereas Dordi, et aL does not teach, show, or suggest 
nozzles that move cooperatively to dispense an etchant solution onto both sides of the 
substrate. As such, Applicants respectfully request allowance of claim 1, along with 
claims 2-5, 9 and 10, which depend therefrom. 

Claims 6 and 11-13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dordi, et al. in view of Nayak, et aL (EP 1136592). The Examiner 
has taken the position that the combination of Dordi, et aL and Nayak, et aL teaches 
each and every limitation in Applicants' claims 6 and 11-13. Applicants traverse the 
rejection and respectfully submit that Nayak, et aL is not properly applied as a §1 03(a) 
reference, as a European Patent Application is only valid as prior art to support a 
rejection as of its publication date. In this case, Nayak's publication date (September 
26, 2001) is after Applicants' filing date (February 16, 2001), and as such, Applicants 
respectfully request withdrawal of the rejection of claims 6 and 11-13. 

Claims 7, 8 and 11-13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dordi r et aL in view of Stevens, et aL (U.S- Patent No. 6,516,815). 
The Examiner has taken the position that the combination of Dordi, et aL and Stevens, 
et aL teaches each and every limitation in Applicants' claims 7, 8 and 11-13. Applicants 
respectfully submit that this is not a proper rejection because Stevens, et aL, is 
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disqualified as §1 02(e) prior art under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(c). Please see the previously 
filed Statement of Common Ownership, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of 
the rejection of claims 7, 8 and 11-13. 

In conclusion, the references cited by the Examiner, neither alone nor in 
combination, teach, show, or suggest the apparatus of the present invention. Having 
addressed all issues set out in the office action, Applicants respectfully submit that the 
claims are in condition for allowance and respectfully request that the claims be 
allowed. 

The prior art made of record is noted. However, if is believed that the secondary 
references are no more pertinent to the Applicants' disclosure than the primary 
references cited in the office action. Therefore, it is believed that a detailed discussion 
of the secondary references is not deemed necessary for a full and complete response 
to this office action. Accordingly, allowance of the claims is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Keith M. Tackett 
Registration No. 32,008 
Moser, Patterson & Sheridan, LLP. 
3040 Post Oak Blvd., Suite 1500 
Houston, Texas 77056 
Telephone: (713)623-4844 
Facsimile: (713)623-4846 
Attorney for Applicant(s) 
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